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using two epithets which gave as much as possible a characterisation of the fungus. Many times the species named are new but sometimes there is a renaming of an older species like Agaricus arvensis totus albus (Vol. I, p. 100) adapted from Vaillant's Fungus totus albus edulis, or Agaricus flexipes violascens (Vol. I, p. 138) which is A. flexipes of Albertini and Schweinitz to which an additional epithet drawn from the diagnosis has been added as in A. flexipes apice violaceus (Vol. I, p. 139) where the same treatment has been applied to A. flexipes in the sense of Fries. Another situation where he used preexisting epithets consists of the simultaneous employment of two supposedly synonymous names as in Agaricus fulvens lactifluus (Vol. I, p. 450) and A. ruber lactifluus (Vol. I, p. 451). This latter case is interesting because it shows that Secretan's trinomials do not originate, as sometimes occurs, by the insertion between the generic and specific names of the name of an infrageneric taxon. Persoon in his "Synopsis fungorum" (1801) used such a nomenclature for the Russulaceae where the name of the section Lactifluus and Russula are inserted abbreviated as Lactifl. and Russ. between Ag. and the specific epithet. Persoon (p. 433) called A. Lactifl. ruber the fungus that Secretan calls A. ruber lactifluus. The change in the order of epithets comes certainly from Secretan's lack of concern with Persoon's nomenclature and consideration of the colour as more diagnostic in the case of his Fam. XLIX Lactiflui aurantii (he used the name family for an infrageneric category): the species in this "family" all receive a colour name in French and mostly also in Latin except when Secretan did not want to change what he apparently considered a name too well established. Lactifluus also is added only as an additional diagnostic epithet for two species.
A third category where Secretan used previously known epithets in a trinomial is when he raises an infraspecific taxon to specific rank and calls it by both the previous specific and infraspecific epithets. McVaugh (1949) . The peculiarity of Secretan is that he was probably the last of those non-Linnaean authors and the fact he lived in an already universally Linnaean environment certainly explains that while looking for descriptive epithets he refrained from using more than two epithets and three words: the mnemotechnic advantage of a short name was then too evident to revert to lenghty phrases.
That Secretan published in 1833 also explains why his non-Linnaean character was overlooked: mycology had developed very much in the late 18th century and early 19th. While almost no polynomial pre-Linnaean names were available a very great number of binomials were already proposed for fungi. Secretan did respect many of those names he found in Fries and Persoon and since those names drawn from the literature make up a great part of the book they mask the polynomials used by Secretan when he wished to introduce a new name: trinomials make up only about 150/% of the total names in the book but about 550/o of the new names. This latter percentage is certainly the most significant to take in consideration when evaluating the nomenclatural system of the author.
Consequences of Secretan's rejection
It is important to assess the impact of Secretan's rejection on current nomenclature. If it is found to lead to a situation contrary to the aims of a stable and unambiguous nomenclature as defined in the preamble of the code, one could take into consideration a revision of Art. 23.
While In conclusion 5 and maybe 6 of the 17 Secretan's names in current use are already invalid for individual reasons and one (maybe two) is illegitimate. For most names, well known synonyms -many of them Friesian -exist and one could rejoice to see those names reintroduced. When no synonyms are available one can still consider that Secretan's names have been validated when adopted by another author or proceed to such a validation. One problem met in the course of this study is that of publication by reference for which I have the impression the code is not fully satisfactory.
The total exclusion of Secretan's work is therefore without disagreable consequences. On the contrary, it is in the interest of nomenclatural stability. As already stated, very few of Secretan's names have been considered by modern authors and the distribution of the names used is apparently linked to a transient interest by a few specialists (boletes by Singer, Phlegmacium by Moser). Even if one automatically rules out the trinomials there remain in
It seems that while the code puts a number of requirements for a name to be admitted, it is far more lenient on the description of a taxon. All that is asked from a description is to be effectively published (Art. 32), there is nothing like a validly published description. Furtado (1937) This should not be taken, however, as an additional argument to suppress Art. 34 (3) and note 2 as already proposed by Brummitt (1969) : the special case of groups with a later starting point make it in fact very important that some limitation exist on the place where a validation by indirect reference can be found. Without such a limitation the amount of literature potentially holding validations is enormous (medical and pharmaceutical books, school books, geography books...) uncovered and uncoverable by any indexing tool. I would so suggest that Note 2 should be modified in order to outlaw names cited outside a formal taxonomic treatment, with possible inclusion of floristic lists. While I think the idea of outlawing validation by a reference to a description in a book not consistently Linnaean (modification of Rec. 32 A and inclusion in the article) is interesting, a careful appraisal of its implications in various fields of botany would be necessary.
For Cortinarius elegantissimus Henry a name that could have replaced C. auro-turbinatus (Secr.) J. Lange, another problem already discussed by Furtado is met, that of new names given to misapplications. Furtado believed certainly correctly that one should describe a new species when one spots a misapplication of a name, not create a new name which would be simply validated by reference to the description where the name is misapplied. Unfortunately for a rapid reader the actual wording of the code might be interpreted as allowing this practice which has some absurd consequences.
All revolves around the interpretation of what is "a new name for a previously recognised taxon" in Art. 33.
The correct interpretation is certainly that a previously recognized taxon is one that has already been described as new, but one can also maintain that as far as a description of the taxon exists, even under a misapplied name, this is a previous recognition. This line of argumentation would be consistent with the trend inherent in the code to separate as much as possible taxonomy and nomenclature: the recognition of a taxon is the act of separating it from others and this is a taxonomic action independent of the choice of the name for it. Art. 48 could also be understood as equating misapplications to homonyms.
The consequence of such an interpretation, however, is that one can shortcircuit the requirements for valid publication set by the code: if one admits that renaming a taxon previously described under a wrong name depends on Art. 33, a description not in Latin and without type designation could, even nowadays, serve as the basis for a valid new name.
One can of course show that a misapplication is not a synonym (Rec. 50 D) and that the mention of "the replaced synonym" in Art. 33 implies that only synonyms and not misapplications are eligible to serve as a basis for new names. Since this may escape a reader not extremly attentive I suggest that Art. 33 be made more explicit. It should remind that a new name can only be introduced to replace a name recognised by the code (Art. 12), that is, a valid name. This could be performed by replacing the ambiguous expression "a previously recognized taxon" by "a taxon previously described as new but whose name is valid but illegitimate" or add a Note 3 defining the concept of a new name. This will also be helpful for understanding Art. 7 and 72 and stressing the distinction between a new name and the name of a new taxon (as used for example in Art. 36). Art. 48 should be sharpened in the way art. 63 has been. This could simply be done by adding, as in the example cited, the word "explicitly" in the article. ".. . in such a way as to exclude explicitly the original type.. .". In my opinion, however, it would be better to use the adjective "deliberately" because in the case of the misapplication of a specific epithet one could hold that the citation of a character that does not fit a type, and which may have been designed a posteriori, is an explicit exclusion. 
